Introduction
The machinery of government and its organization stems from the division of labour and specialization between its units and the coordination between them. Based on a multiple-country study on specialization and coordination in the public sector, this chapter develops three arguments on the effect of specialization and coordination on the policy capacity of governments. First, a comparative static analysis based on empirical observations of three countries shows that the new public management-based specialization and fragmentation of the governmental apparatus during the 1980s and early 1990s was followed and complemented by the introduction of new or revised coordination instruments. These coordination mechanisms may be classified as hierarchy-type mechanisms, market-type mechanisms or network-type mechanisms.
Second, an empirical and theoretical link is drawn between specialization and coordination on the one hand and the policy capacity of the government on the other. Specialization seems to enhance the policy capacity of single organizations (at the micro level), but at the same time it weakens macro policy capacity through the disintegration of policy centres and the decoupling of policy cycles. Conversely coordination mechanisms foster macro policy capacity, although this effect is dependent on the type of coordination mechanisms used and the synergies between them.
Third, the sequence of specialization and coordination seems to be part of a problem/solution = new problem/new solution cycle. The chapter ends with some reflections on remaining research questions on linking coordination and policy capacity.
Specialization and coordination as central elements of the machinery of government
Based on an overview of ten countries, in 1997 the OECD claimed that two trends in the organization of government in OECD countries could be observed. First, an organizational fragmentation of government was being induced by substantial decentralization, subsidiarity, devolution and agencification. Second, there was a decoupling of the policy cycle, with policy development, policy implementation and evaluation functions ultimately being allocated to different organizations in the public sector, or even the private sector. More and more the traditional monolithic Weberian bureaucracies were being changed into a conglomerate of quasi-autonomous public and hybrid bodies, each with their own specific functions and objectives in the policy cycle (Bouckaert, 1997) .
Intuitively, one is inclined to assume that such organizational and functional fragmentation would have negative effects on the overall coherence of policies. Planning and coordination would become more difficult, and ultimately policy capacity could be weakened, requiring new and additional coordination mechanisms. Two main elements of the 'machinery of government' (Hood and Dunsire, 1981; Pollitt, 1984) are in play here. First, there is organizational and functional proliferation, reflecting the structural element of the machinery or organization of government and referring to the notion of specialization. Second, coordination mechanisms provide for linkages and complementarities between these 'buildings blocks' of the public sector, that is, the various organizations with their specific tasks and responsibilities. These two characteristics of the machinery of governments -specialization and coordination -seem to have different, maybe even contradicting, effects on the policy capacity of governments. Three central research questions emerge here. Does a higher level of specialization endanger the overall policy capacity of the government? Does this lead to the correction of mechanisms of coordination? Do such corrections result in a higher degree of overall policy capacity?
This chapter will develop a positive argument, supported by evidence from comparative research on six OECD countries (three of which will be discussed in this chapter) (Bouckaert et al., 2000) . The countries under review belong to four different administrative-cultural clusters: Anglo-Saxon (New Zealand, United Kingdom), continental (the Netherlands), Latin (Belgium, France) and Scandinavian (Sweden). The research analyzed the extent of organizational specialization and the presence of coordination mechanisms in the public sector in the period 1980-2000. We shall map the concepts of specialization and coordination and discuss the operationalization and research methodology. Empirical data will be presented to show that specialization is followed by efforts to enhance coordination. The question of whether and to what extent the level of specialization becomes dysfunc-
